It has been interesting to read about the nuts and bolts of undertaking a large-scale conservation initiative such as the Wild Country programme in Australia. The Wild Country programme is different from any such activity in India in the sense that it covers very large areas of land, deals with the entire range of habitat uses and protection levels and works with a more diverse set of actors in comparison to any programme that can be witnessed in India around this time. Apart from this, it seems to be completely supported in principle by the government as well, despite being run by an NGO.
As other Indian participants might corroborate, such co-management initiatives in India are still very scattered and small-scale and often have little support of forest laws. They have usually been initiated by local communities themselves in response to growing restrictions on resource access, or in response to a localized conservation problem. Most such efforts by scientific NGOs too, are also very small-scale as of now and often end up working in conflict with governmental laws.
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Transforming Cultures eJournal Vol. Above all, JFM was never thought about with biodiversity conservation as one of the primary concerns but more as a 'forest-regeneration-for-biomass-needs' kind of programme. However, JFM has had considerable effectiveness in reaching benefits (mainly in the form of biomass for fodder and fuel) to the target that they were originally aimed at and in restoring a sense of ownership to people while regenerating large stretches of the forested landscape. JFM certainly cannot be dismissed as insignificant either politically or biologically: it can be viewed as something in between a forest conservation programme and a social justice tool and has had mixed success in both respects. There are other possible means of co-management such as the recent inclusion of 'community reserves' and 'conservation reserves' in the conservation laws in India but these have yet to be operationalized on the ground. However, it is feared by many that such new laws might even lead to the undermining of existing people-based efforts at conservation that began spontaneously.
I have a few ideological differences, though, with the aims of the Wild Country 
Lessons for Indian Situation
What strikes me to be most significant about the Esposito interview, however, and which has lessons for the Indian situation, is the effort to utilize both the major knowledge streams, Western as well as Aboriginal, in solving the biodiversity conservation problem. As Esposito indicates, Western conservation science has been part of the problem so it needs to be part of the solution as well. He does not wish away the influence of modern science on conservation goals for the landscapes. There is a recognition that neither traditional knowledge nor mainstream biology will be able to interactions across the traditional divide. In such a situation, for instance, even managing green areas of urban centres could be as critical to the mosaic as a strictly protected tiger reserve.
Unfortunately we are still far from reaching such a situation in India: at a recent consultation in New Delhi on the future of wildlife conservation in India, social activists
could not see the point of 'inviolate areas' for endangered species while most biologists could not see the biodiversity value of any other type of land use other than strictly protected areas.
Defining Conservation Goals
Several 
